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- INTRODUCTION

'Durlng the past twenty flve years the Unlted States has  ”
H.become an urban-natlon._ Today some seventy percent of
: thé}popﬁ1ation_1ives in urban placesfand'the-pr0portion :
"_is:expécted.to“inbreéée to elghty percent or more over  5“

:'the next twenty flve years.

'-:HiSféri6311Y'Cbunty,*state'and ﬁatibﬁa1 1evels'of'govérﬁ~5'-

'_'ment have not been structured nor equlpped to meet the

f _needs of urban areas . Consequently, they could not re-}:
':spond effectlvely to- the rapid and accelerating growth
  0f urban areas.- Under the Federal system of government
'_the solutlon of.uxban problems was 1eft prlmarlly to the’

c1t1es - but too often the Cltles were not glven the neces*I

- ;sary authorlty, flex1b111ty and revenue sources to meet

--these challenges. The situatlon 1s compounded by the fact
- that most of ‘the more recent urban’ growth ‘has occurred out-

51de_the older ¢entra1 c1ties 1n-metr0polltan-areas. |

'ijany cities are located in states where all Iand is in=

"ﬁcorporated (c1t1es and townshlps) and do not have the

--;legal pover to annex, Others are hamstrung by 1eglslat1ve_'7" 

'  restrlctlons s0- severe that for all pract1c31 purposes,_'

 =expans1on is prohlblted




:These c1tles are not able to expand along w1th the rapld  '
': j?urban growth taklng place around them, As a result they  :j-'

:*have suffered populatlon decllnes, rapld obsolescence and ;

.

 1corresponé1ng losses in the ‘tax base and 1oss of key re~f_"

g s1dent leadership. At the same time they are faced W1th

“ ];mount1ng soc1al overhead costs (educatlon health welfare

and crlme) and the prov131on of many publlc services (streets,- 

. tramsit, parks, medical fac111tles, libraries, museums and

B cher faC111t1es) whlch;beneflt.the entire metrOpolltan.area.-

f Rap1d urban growth where expanslon of c1t1es is not pos~ 

- sible or practlcal results in. the formatlon of Tnew muni-

l01p811t1es, the prollferatlon of spec1a1 service distrlcts,f _g5f

and varlous ad hoc arrangements for prov1dlng publlc serﬂf"”"
 vices and fac1lit1es._ ThlS fragmentatlon of p011t1c31 re*

' pOﬂSlblllty, overlapplng functlons and dupllcatlon of
*3serv1ce systems is the ma;or 1ocal governmental problem .

ﬁ:faclng most metr0p011tan areas today

“ Order1y expanslon of c1t1es, such as MEmphls, whlch have o
"' been able: to annex has tended ‘to minimlze these and other
.:__growth problems These c1t1es have forestalled the strangw:“_

- 111ng noose of 1ncorporat10ns ‘and have prov1ded necessary
.. jurban serv1ces for frlngewarea re31dents.  They have made

f_the statement "what is urban 13 mun1c1pal“ a fact




_oMemphis'Annexatibn History

'_Annexat1on 1s the method 1ega11y defmned in. state sta-'
. tutes and cxty charters by Whlch a Clty extends 1ts -

_corporate 11m1ts It is a tool which & c1ty can usefto._

egenerate growth opportunltles as well as meet growth prdb~ o

_]_éms.v ':- S

'J?nBy using thls tool the Clty of Memphls has grown toﬁits:;ff
_f;present smze of nearly 1803quﬂe mlles, contalnlng a po§u4n
;n_latlon of some 540, 000, It has followed an orderly, con-
'aftlnulng annexatlon program throughout most of its hlstory, “o
:‘oand has achleved unlform.excellence in the prov131on of |

RS publlc serv1ces and faczlltles.:"

o f_Prlor to. 1900

'fo:The orlglnal town plat was 1a16 out in 1819 for 1and ownedn

by John Overton James Wlnchester and Andrew Jackson The_:-'77'

:oe01ty did not receive 1ts charter however uﬁtll 1826 - after
~which it grew rapldly‘. Annexations in 1832, 1848 and 1849
:llncreased ‘the size of . the orxglnal town 51te by nearly 31x

f'tlmes (to about three square mlles in area)

| ]Tﬁé CiVil-War“and YelloWVFever-epidemics-resnlted'ih'etretic i

f'growth durlng the next fifty years.' In 1870 small areas at

;the north and south edges of ‘the Clty were annexed




HISTORY OF ANNEXATION
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e

:'; By 1899 the recovery, whlch began about 1880 was complete e’f
.e:eend more than twelve square mlles were added that year, f o
. e'mostly to-the east.--This_brought the-total 1ncorporate&“e :
 ’aree to'more'than sikfeen edﬁere_miies, With a'p0pulétibn-uj_

© of about 100,000,

1900 to the Present f:".

'-.Between 1901'aﬁd:1950"the-City annexed adjacent areas = -
__'-1n nine dlfferent years. Relatively small areas were ;f_ﬁ
~ annexed in 1909, 1913, 1917, 1919, 1928, and 1944‘“'Major.j;:'

"iqeannexations took place in 1929 (more than twenty square B

mlles) and 1n 1947 (more ‘than forty six square mlles, iﬁ*_

: ciudlng Presldents Island and- Ensley Bottoms) In 1950
;-more than elghteen square mlles and gome’ 54 000 people

:"were added to the Clty. g

‘Since 1950 épgreximatéiy SiXty—oné'square-miles_ande138,000“'eee 
”'f;ﬁEfsons:héVé-beeh-brougﬁt'into the'City'By anﬁexatibn"'Theee
':;51argest of eleven addltlons durlng thies period were the

'fFravser atea in 1958 and the Parkwey'V1llage Oakhaven areaSQQQeiﬂ'

1n 1965 a comblned total of more than. 39 square mlles and

‘more than 34 000 persons.-"




5 tenfafEas, Arguments that "the city is . 1arge enough"

- Annexation Results

__At present the magor portlon of the metr0p011tan area eff

es:ShelbY County - has a unlquely ““compllcatEd governmental -

structure: one: county, six munlClpalltLES and six utllity

e dlstrlcts (the two ‘school systems, City and County, are
”:not counted as. governmental ‘jurisdictions because they do
~ not have separate'taxlng powers) This is a result of an-
ef_nexatlon by Memphls “and c00perat1ve City County programs,:..f
's'such as. sewer extensions, in. antlcipatmon of ‘annexation byln
.”the City; It also reflects favorable . leglslatlon ‘which 1s_
ue5perm1331ve w1th respect to annexetlon and restrlctlve w1th

o respect to 1ncorporation w1th1n flve miles of the Clty

efIf Memphls had refused to recognlze its responsxbllxties to.i e
i;prov1de a high level of urban services through annexatlon
' .12 undoubtedly would be rlnged today w1th a number of muni-r_i
g.s:clpalltles. Each would be competing f0r a hlgh revenue_'f
._jpfodoéihg tex base each would have its own p011t1ca1 ad—
"esmihistfetioeseﬁdﬁserv1ce systems; and,-area-wlde problems- o

~ would be as far from solution as they are in most metropoli-

"we'

'_don t need to grow. any more” ‘and "thlngs will become un-
f manageab1e" were: countered successfully by men of v1s1on-ﬁ 
'_ who knew that MEmphls Would become a-great clty, that freez?ie -

"-elng the c1ty 11m1ts would not stop urban growth and that :

 -th1s growth would have to be served

Ce5e




_FuturéTPfosoeots"

_~The same arguments, as well es others, agalnst further an~

nexatlon are stlll heard today, but the reason for oontlnued

 eexpans1on by the City is even-more compelllng "es ‘much growth :

' --w111 occur W1th1n the next twenty flve years as occurred in -

'gthe last 140 years. An urben aree contalnlng more’ than;_'

'1 300, 000 peOple is ant1c1peted neerly a doubllng of the

::>g°present p0pu1at10n r but compressea 1nto an extremely short.*'

~time perlod - The challenge is to meet edequately the needs
. for urban services thls growth w111 brlng - in the moet ef~ S

fef1c1ent and economlcal manner p0331b1e

'eThe sermes of annexatlon Studles produced by the Plennlng

_o;comm1551on p01nted the way to meetlng thls challenge TheSej,.._

'_reports contalned recommendations for annex1ng most of the
_presently unlncorporated urban ‘area edjacent to Memphls
'tlmetables and cost estlmates for provmdlng eerv1ces and {

"estlmates of the 1mpact of annexation on each area studled

_Thls is the flnal report 1n the current serles on annexetlon

'_It contalns a rev1ew of the progress made durlng the last

. three years, a re exam1net1on of the four study areas whlch'

| ehave not yet been annexed (Westwood Whltehaven Relelgh

-'end Memphls Eeet), recommended prlorltles end e txme schew"'
o dule for annex1ng these areas, ‘and an. annexatlon pollcy for‘o i

the Clty of MEmphls.




| ,ACCOMPLiSHMENTS

__In July, 1964 work began on the annexation study Whlch had

| _been requested by the Memphls Clty CommlS810n The purpose s

'*_of the study was to examlne the urbanlzed area borderlng the'

-Clty to determlne the need for and fe331b111ty of ennexetlon._
The total study area was deflned as the adjacent urbanized
'_area plus the remalnder of those utlllty dlstrlCtS Whlch

‘are part urban and part rural

" Study Area Reports . .

.°.USIng avallable data on populatlon 1eve1 of development and d[ S

7fe'other exlstlng condltlons, this: area was lelded 1nto ten

'7}sub arees for purposes of" detalled study Analy51s of each d,
'5istudy area included: | | R

.'+3dgeneral charaeterlstles (pOpulatlon
:;land use, phy31cal features, etc.).

--7_current prov151on of urban gervices
-;5(1eve1 unit of government adequecy)

';f-'.additlonal urban serv1ces requlred
_(1ncreased level of current services,
new. serv1ces to be provided) -

- plan Tor vtban services to be prov1ded |
. by the City follow1ng annexation (o era-
tlons and cap1te1 1mprovement 1tems

: F_ cost estlmates for prov1d1ng serv1ces S o
' ;(total capital costs, debt service o
requlrements, Operatlng costs) :




a ‘revenue estimates (City portion. of 
- property taxes, state aid funds,
'- -Veh1c1e fees, franchise taxes)

. estimates of difference in costs to
- residents (property taxes, utllltles
fees, etc., before and after annexatlon)

e conditions unique to a glven.study._
o area . (utlllty glstrlct acqulsltlon,
. problems in: servxce extensxons,

: ,bllght) : . .

"'-rlAs-mbre complete informatzon was obta1ned adgustments were

7ﬂe'madexin study area boundarles, reports eventually were pre-~'

.°-_pared for 31xteen sub-areas.j In addltion to the factors 5
'g eout11ned above, each report contalned recommendatxons regard*: ;
| Teing the feaslblllty and tlmlng of annexatlon°} Spec1a1 atten-e“
' f t1on was glVen to the need for further plannlng and negotla-’e
'e;tlons prmor to annexatlon of severel areas, prlmarily regard-e--
ing transition in school services, acqulsltlon of the White-;ei
”.ihaven and Ralelgh Utility Dlstrlcts and preparation of more

. ["detalled servmce~program plans.--

Implementation

'7e'AﬁﬁeXét10ﬁs frem'Jﬁlj;u1964'é Jaﬂﬁery'i"1967"

' The sixteen study area reports ‘covered a. total area of 133 f'

| 3'__square mlles hav1ng an estlmated populatlon of 105 000,

:These reports contalned recommendatlons for the annexatlon R
-~ of aPProxlmately 107 square miles and an estimated popuiation.

. fof 10& 000 persons. j
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   As'6f-Jéﬁuéry-1:'i967 ?thirﬁeéh.dfdinancés;-annékiﬁg'34 56.'
 square miles and an estlmated 31 ,300 people, had been adopted
' ?by the City Commlss:mno Thls represents 1mpiementatlon of
'.one-thlrd_of_the proposed annexation program within twc-and-“ "
:_Oﬁé;half Yéaré; _Table'l shows a summary of the actions'. 
" tékén by the Plaﬁniﬁg'Commission and City Commission with

~ respect to each study area,

"_Ptbvision of Services .

"_lstate'aﬂneXation statutes undér‘Which the CitY'0f Memphis..'

';ﬁshw;{ﬁﬁ@;ﬁ?%%?!????@;__..if the unilateral method is used (an~ _'

. nexation byfordinaﬁce) ‘These plans for services EUSt in-

.a dlcate the type, amount and timing of the serv1ces to be

”7 Lf"prov1ded following annexation,

'_- Ea¢h‘Sﬁudy_area repdrt contained an analysis of service

. requirements, Recommendations were presented regarding

“  extension of services to meet the "reasonable time" pro-

"IViSion'iﬁftHe statutes. For the smaller study areas, the =

L :eeommended period of_time within whlch serv1ces Were to. be

',prov1ded usually was one to three years;w Schedullng of

“fservmces for the larger areas was based primarmly on a flve~

; year time perlod
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“Police and'fife protédtiénf~refnSe'collectidn and disposai3'

'f;code enforcement and 51m11ar services were scheduled to

1start in each area . 1mmedlately Cap1ta1 1mprovements were .

"7ischedu1ed to begln durlng the flrst year folloW1ng annexa-

ftlon with certaln major 1mprovements such as dralnage and

1ess urgently needed thoroughfare construction recommended &
'ﬁ?for_an 1ndefin1te.per10d after-flve years (correspondlng f'

8 gener311Y]t¢_CUIfenf City capital improﬁement'prioritiés);'

_These analyses ‘and recommendatlons were the basis for re-

.'f S01ut10nS adopted by the City Commission regardlng the pro~'

”fv131on of services in each area annexed to date, Orlglnal-

ee"cost estlmates from the studles have been compared thh actual

-Texpendltures to determlne the degree ‘to which these commmtments

o are belng met .

Oﬁeiating Ccste;:.EStimated'énﬁﬁaiedpefetiﬁg costs'fer.thef

. areas’ annexed between July, 1964 and January, 1967 totaled |
_1$1 764 OGO This 1nc1udes salarles for personnel Supplles |
Teand equipment malntenance and similar items normally 1nc1uded' 5

i'1n the City' s.0perat1ng_budget. Review and analy31s_of the

'1';operating budget'for'l965'and 1966 indicate that actuaifin-

‘creasesin operating costs assignable to annexation were some

f ;lO-iSZ_higﬁér'than the'ofiginal'estimates.

__:#11-




Thls difference can be attributed to three factors primarily:

---cost accountlng 1is not malntalned
~'within the operating budget and
‘expenditure statements which se-
- parate those costs directly re-
- lated to annexation from overall
operating costs; an estimating
procedure had to be used.

" hxgher Wage scales, general prlce
~increases and growth within the
. annexed areas contributed to higher
. actual costs; effects of inflation
- and growth were not estimated ori-
' ginally _ _

*--;-changeover from calendar~year to
. fiscal-year budgeting and account-
~ing. by the City in 1966 which comp~
- -licated the comparigon between the -
'*.gorlglnal estimates and actual costs.

'”The estlmate of actual expendltures 1nd1cates that the 1evel

'of’of operatlng servmces orlglnally prOposed is belng prov1ded

_jThe lack of numerous complalnts and the apparent general
ﬂsatlsfactlon W1th the services received by residents are';
< _ev1dence of the rapld and smooth tran31t10n made in nearly

o'all of the ‘annexed areas. '

. Operating costs resulting from annexation should be viewed

also from'thé'perspeotive of overall City operating costs:

. $36,625,000 in 1964; $42,761,000 in 1965; and, $47,812, odO'

' 1n 1966 PrOportlonately, annual operating costs’ ln the an~

' nexed areas represented only about 4.0 - 5.,2% of the City |
:'_Operatlng budget, dependxng on the year-w1th which the_com- :
| pariéon-isoﬁéde;.or’about one-third of the annual inéreaéésoo

'7in3the-5ﬁdgét.f'.




B

 capital Improvementé._ Accountlng for the cost of capltal

. improvements, and thereby obtalnlng a measure of the pro~f-ff

--f;fﬁgress made in the annexed areas was less compllcated than

for operatlng costs. Actual contract awards commltted

_$4 741 000 to the installation of public facilities in newly
 anmexed areas by the city between January, 1964 and July,_1966

iTable ‘I1I shows the comparlson ‘between capltal 1mpr0vement ca
' f:;:ineeds,_as 1dent1f1ed in the studles, and actual expendltures_.'

| Udurlng;thls perlod.

  :{ Théiréview'of.éé?ital ?xpénditufes.éﬁd anit costs indicate
'somé.véfiatidﬁ.frOm'the original estimates,.but nOt.enough'  ": '
: to be smgnlflcant overall. There'waS'a balaﬁéing'éfféét"

:   w1th costs for streets and flre protectlcn facilities runnlngh-

10 ~-15% higher and sewers about 15% lower than estlmated

Table 11 also shows the actual cost of certain additlonal

|   1mprovements, Whlch were not orlglnally antlclpated in the
‘study area reports.
'f  ?Duiing_1964 aﬁ& 1965,.the lés£'ﬁWQ fu1i}fiséa1 yééré'fbr;
.:;:ﬁhich déta-éfé-&VailaBie,'the City spent a total of nearly
'"$32"000 000'for'éapital'impfovements ' Thus the éxpeﬁditﬁfés
' for fac111t1es in the newly annexed areas represented less-
.” ;-than 10% of the total capltal improvement outlay of the Clty
'51nce 1964 o

 _13;:.



. oovoz

;ﬂ:.._” oooJmmm

000°S€

. 000°98

C%0E

%001

usE

e

- %90T

%89

R
%00T

e

7
%61

. oooee

| 000°88E°Y §

000°0ST
- 00S°22T .
000° €T
oooﬁmmq
© 000°6L8
~ 000°8yE
~ 000°08
acommmnﬁ.ﬂ
1006°09€
000°0L6  $

- 000°se8 _w_

o 00E°9SY YIS

. 000°SLT
 000°SSE
- 000°22Y

000° 0'7%
000°588
000°0SY
000°08
000°09€°1

o 006°HTTS
C 007 9LTYS §

- g93ewTlsy h@ﬁuw ut
- popn1doul 0N sgoeloag
 __ aom mmuauaﬁnwmxm

L POpuULGXRY uwoo
Coopegvwrasy
Jo Ju9di3(g

mmumaaumm Apnag ur.
- pepnioul sqoofo1d .
Hom mmuﬁuaﬁcmmxm_

 F5Tpmas woay

- g9jewilsd

991A395 3q2Q Tenuuy

sTe30L
£1vaqy1

_ syaeg

wo3shs WILTY SA1d

syonay, muwm

SuoTIELIS OILI

..muwmﬂmhm.muwh.

_  wxu=wH mm&mmw

__muuzmw.
- e%rureaq

~ $19913§

- IFTToR

196T “Axeriver pue 4967 nmumsmmm uvemiag

‘poxouny seoay ur sjuewsaoxdwy Tejrde) aoF

monsuwwﬁwmxm ﬁmnuo4 vam mumoo wmumﬁﬁumm mo aowaﬂmmaou

HH mqmdﬁ




..1§choolsa_ Wlthln the areas annexed since 1964 six new schools S
:thave been construeted are under constructlon, or are bemng |
':  deszgned This represemts 100% of the facilities needed
: initialiy, as presented.ln;thE'study reports.
_fbf’ﬁhése fécilitiés; oﬁé is a high school, one is a junicru
high ‘school, and four are elementary schools. All are 1¢--' :
':cated in the Parkway Village area.. In addltion, eight class~'--”
“]rooms and additional facilities are being added to former County
o   ;schoo1s to provide adequate space to serve the needs of the newly'

_ annexed areas.-'

" Resolving Service Problems

Anyfmajbr aﬁneXatioh effort'causeéfsome problems and focuses
._fattentlon on others ‘which canmot be solved immediately, Those
f encountered durlng the recent annexatlons were involved pri~ S

"fmarlly with timing and schools, and included:

o -uconfu51on in the East Memphls area
 at the start of the 1964 school year
concerning attendance at- Clty or
County schools. :

= failure to include the East Memphls
- area in a City ward for the 1964
~election. _

= _.school transportation problems in the
Parkway Village and Oakhaven areas.

_#'tlme 1lag involved in the preparation.
- of detailed plans, ordering equipment
| ; and letting contracts..
- backlog of capital improvement needs,
such as drainage.

ooe15-



Althdﬁgh $ervice needé Werefidéhtified:ih'eaCh of the stuay _"
iarea'fepérts,-the_analyées were not intended to prdvide def
'failéd'blueprints.EOr extension of services, The experiénce'

- gained from these énnexations shows clearly that timing is an
 importanticonsi&eration. It emphasizes the need for adoption
of a Resolution of Intent to precede actual annexation of an

area by at least six months to a year.

This amount of time is required for operating departments

| énd”the_Boards of Education to plan properly for the_transi—‘
.tioﬁ'to-full City services; to prepare architectural and
' enginéering plans,:to acquire rights-of-way and sites for

_ publid'bﬁildings, to order equipment, and to include funds to

o ;coVef the costs of anmexation in the City operating and capital -

 budgets.-'

.'Infgeneral,ISéfvicé problems have been minimized recentiy”in
.  'tHe-fringe-afeas surrounding the City of Memphis, Two pri<
- mary reasons for this are: cooperative City-County programs
:' t6 pfovidé an urban level of services and facilities as growth 
~ occurs; and, subdivision regulations which require installation
of site improvements as areas are developed, Thus the Ccity is
not faced with the extreme pressures for '"instant services"

‘as was the case previously and is the case in many other urban

- areas.
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Cost to Residents B :

 'Estiﬁateé;ofithé.differéﬂce-invébsts_to.iési&énES'wéré_madé,* _:f
: Beéaﬁ$é_of;thé cohcérn:oftén éxbressed_about how much it will
if.dbsf'tﬁem'to be annexed, 'It'Was found that owners of reSidenﬁﬂ'
: tlal property could expect 1ncreases Somewhat proportlonal to .
"1ts value. Ranges in cost were: o |
'_- a sllght decrease to an increase in

cost of $0,25 - $3,50 per month for
property valued at less than $15,000.

 - ‘an increase in cost of $2,50 - $7.00
er month for property valued at
15,000 - $20,000.

_'- an increase in cost of $5 75 - $11, 50
er month for property valued at
525 000 = $35 000, o _
";Conslderable varlations were - dlscovered among: the dlfferent
.;areas studied and;w1th1n study areas. These estimates were

‘based on actual samples of utility bills and insurance rates. . o

 " Tﬁey3have'prbved”réliable'and'haVe helped propéfty owners re=

” ”cogn1ze that ‘the increase in property taxes follow1ng annaxa-_ -

;tlon 1s offset in. part by reductlons in utility bllls, serv1ce L

i "charges and fire insurance rates.'

VfOne omission in all of the study area reports however was the
"~cost of 1nsta111ng 31dewa1ks after annexation, This cost 1s‘ap-

 proximately $1.75 - $2,35/lineal foot and would cost the owner of

fa"?O»foot lot $122,50 - $164.50. This is payable to the contrac- =

_itor 1mmedzately 1f the owner has the &idewalk 1nsta11ed The cost  ?

.ilS added to  the owner's tax bill if the Clty has the. sxdewalk in-]"'

 sta11ed




‘Revenue

'HWhlle the cost-revenue relatlonshlp should not be the prlmary

B concern in annexation dec1sions, it properly has a bearzng on

3the amount of area and the speed W1th which annexation can - -
..* proceed Revenues were estlmated conServatlvely in the study
-_aréas;' They included only property taxes, state-shared taxes,_ L
- auto taxes, and telephone franchise taxes. NO'attempt was - .
 made to project revenues based on future growth nor to est1~
-:'mate the amount of funds to be recelved from a variety of_:_‘_

' miscellaneous fees and charges (permits, licenses, etc.).

'As with operating costs, it is difficult to determine accurately
 the"amoﬁnt'of revenue collected by the City as a result of aﬁ—
nexation. The orxglnal estimate for the areas annexed since _’

~ July, 1964 totaled $1,889,000 annually. Based on current

”f-assessments revised state-shared tax formulas, and estxmatw'

 zng-procedures,:tota1'annual revenues from these areas at =

 present is running at about $2,577,000 annually, or some

- thirty-six percent higher than the original estimates,

nAssééséd:value ad&ed to the City:as of the dates of ahnéxaﬁion }_.'
of each area dﬁfing this two and cnthalf yeﬁf period was
_“f $71 304,000, Devélopment in these areés since annexatiOn'._ |
 has increased this amount to §104,902,000, Thus, fifty-five
';fpercent of the_;ncrease in total assessed value of the City -

 for this period resulted difectly from annexation and continued

"f"growth in the annexed areas._'




‘Revenue

; Whi1thhe3cost~reﬁeﬁue reiationshipfshould'not-be'the'primary"
ﬁbOncefh.in'annexation decisions, it properly has'a.bearing_oﬁ
':’ﬁhe:amOﬁnt of area'and.the’speed with'which'ahnexation can |
 §roéééd; .Revenues were estimated consérvatiVely in the study
T aréas.' They'included'oniy proPerty-taXes,-state-Shared'taxes,
.f.auto taxes, and telephone franchlse taxes. - No attempt’was N
:.made to pro;ect revenues based on future growth nor to esti--'
'i'mate the amount of funds to be recelved from a variety of .

_mlscellaneous fees and charges (permits, lxcenses, etc.).

-. fAs:wi£h oﬁératiﬁg'cosis; it'is difficult to détermine'écéurétély: :
-:tﬁe amount.df reveﬁue'coliected by the Ciﬁy as a result of an~
l   ﬁéxétioﬁ; -Thé ofiginal”estimate'for the areas anhexed sinde.'
© July, 1964 totaled $1,889,000 annually. Based on current
lassessments revmsed state-shared tax formulas, and estxmatw.
'__1ng procedures, total annual revenues from these areas at
'.preSent ;s-runnmng at about $2,577,000 annually,_or'some_

. thirty-six pérceht-higher_thén'the original estimates. .

 Assessed Qaiue.ad&ed:to the City as of the dates of anexation
': 5'of'ea¢h'aféé duriﬁg this two and one-half yegf period was
 2 $71 304, GOO 'Dévelopment in these areas since annexation'  -
-_has 1ncreased this amount to $104,902, 000. Thus, fzftwaive
'75percent of the increase in total assessed value of the City o
' for thls perlod resulted directly from annexatlon and contlnued "_ '  

'growth in the annexed areas,




" 5.SignifiCaﬁfliﬁéreasé"in StateQSharEd'taXes'should'bé7hbfed'

'f also: from $12 00 per caplta 1n 1964 to $14.00 per caplta at B

'_'-present

© In most of the areas anmexed since 1964, future development
- ﬁill iﬁcfeaée revenues at a much-greater rate than costs to
Jthe'City;_ The annual revenue-cost ratio of 1. 15‘1'00”ﬁ111
" _1mprove in the future, emphasizing the weakness of the argu-  

'Hment that "the City can't afford to amnex any more"




PRIORITY DETERMINATION
‘Action reﬁéins'to'be_takeﬁ on annexation bf'the”Memphis-Eést;
' Ra1eigh and Whitehaven study areas, and the major portion of
:the Westwood area, The reports prepared for'these:areas con=
‘tained recommendations that some 75 square miles and 80,0000
people be annexed. |
- AhéiYéis3of'con&itions'in these areas resulted in rECommendaw_:'
 tions that only about one-half of each, except Whitehavéh, be ' 

'considéred for early annexation; annexation of the entire

-_Whltehaven area at one tlme was proposed. The most urgent"
‘service need 1dent1f1ed was for fire protectlon in the- Brooks_'1j”

- Road ahd'Mitchell Road sub-areas (Westwood).

' The only part of the four areas annexed to date has been 3,7
'z-é@daré mi1es'in'thé Westwood area, containing some 710 persdns:
‘the entire Brooks Road sub-area and a small part of the'Mitchéil_-

| 1Rbéd subﬁéréa.; Effective date Qf this-action-was-Jahuary 1, 1966._1

. The reports and recommendations for these fbur areas were pre-.-

'_pared durlng and shortly after the annexation of Parkway Vll'

lage Oakhaven and several smaller areas; actlons which had

 committed the City to major service extensions and lnvestments

,,,,,,,

_in-capital'improVements. These commitments and the major pro*'

blems involved in attempting to annex the remaining areas all

‘at one time pointed clearly to the need for establishing-pri-

“orities and a firm time schedule for further anmexations.

-20-




The recommendations pertaining to the Memphis-East, Raleigh

. and Whitehaven, and the remainder of the WéStWoOdVStﬁdyférean 

 stated'iiﬁ"éffect .that:anneXation'should'aWait'a-detéfmination
of priorltles and the establishment of a time schedule- thlS o
'work tc be done after completlon of the individual study area'; 

-freports_for all_of the areas._ A policy framework was needed‘

 within which the relative merits of annexing each area could

 be determined,

'_AltErnétive.Apﬁroaéheg

_Séveral'differént-positiOns-Can'be taken and approaches used
' to determine a system of prlorltles, |

V’--*defenszve p031tion° an indication of no
. gpecial urgency in meeting service needs; -
" .7 City would respond rather than initiate,
- primarily to threats of incorporation or
~annexation by other municipalities,

© - mneutral position; response to demands
- for asnnexation and services but no
_31n1t1at1ve actlon by City

' * :pos1t1ve position; annexation wouid be
- initiated by the City according to
. identified urgency of service needs;

~a positive annexation effort to solve:
the greatest service problems first,
leaving the relatively better served
- areas for subsequent action,

-« positive posgition; initiation of an-
.. nexation according to the ablllty of
~each area to most nearly ''pay its own
" way''; annexation of the high value,
~least service problem. areas first,
leaving thoge with least value. and
‘greatest gervice needs until later,

: "21""




) Undoubtedly, there are other approaches to dec1dzng lf when

:.;and in what order areas should be annexed ~The flrst two

§3 ' fe':',fpresented ("defen31ve" and ”neutral") would indicate the ab*-’ﬁ.

| "sence of a clearly deflned pollcy favorlng orderly, contlnulng

__annexation, The City already has taken a "defensive" stance, at e-

::least temporar11y, wlth respect to the MEmphls-East and Whltehaven
areas: annexatlon of the Memphzs~East area 1f the City of German-:

a;e'_eee_ ' town beglns to annex 1n this dlrectlon and annexation of Whlte- |

§3 S ::? :haven if that area moves toward lncorporatlon On the other

i -'hand ‘the Ccity has yet to- take even a "neutral” stance with

respect ‘to the Mltchell Road sub- area (Westwood study area),

fwhere the residents have been asklng for annexation and Clty

'ff'serv1ces for several years,

. The "1f” of annexatlon remains a major con51derat10n in the de-"[e

efen31ve and neutral p031tions. ‘While they may have some merlt-ie_
"for a short perxod of tlme durlng a major annexation effort '

"e7_they are not approPrlate criteria for an orderly, contlnulng

'-eannexatlon program._ These two positions have value only in
. 'the short run and only because it is mot possible, usually, to-7”

annex all Qfethe urbanized fringe at one time,.

- The determination of-a”system of priorities as a step in”dee"" S

'veloplng an annexatlon program should remove the "if" from B

7con81derat10n The 1mportant questlons then become those of

'-:_purpose tlmxng and sequence | Thus, the decision’ should be '
" made between the two ”positlve" p031t10ns, or they should be

.fused 1n comblnatlon




‘ Services Approach

:'The first “p031tive p051t10n discussed. above focuses atten-

- :tlon on ‘the prOV151on of urgently needed publxc services as

-the prlmary reason for annexatlon. The b331s for this. approach
.. 1s ‘the conv1ct10n that a city "'serves to exxst and ex1sts to
" serve;_ The Clty is in the. services bu31ness, that 15 its |

_fuﬁétlon_and :eason for being. Top prlorlty under thls cri-

htéfion;-thérefore,.woﬁldibé'aﬁneXatlon of.the:areas_whlch'most'_
f” urgent1y need services, LoWest priority w6u1d'be'giveh tb“tbéﬂ.

 lareas which already are prov1ded with a relatively greater

' amount of urban servmces.

..:A féfiﬁémént.Of this apﬁfbadh is5t6 decide which urban seiviéés ” 
. aréfm°st'éssential't0 Péfmit-é rating'or-rahking'of'those‘areas
 which already have varying levels of these services. Normally,

5=  prdtéctioﬁ'6f life and propefty'(policé and firé'protéctibﬁ): '
 fare placed at the top of the scale._ Others, in ‘generally aca_ o

H;cepted descendlng order are,' malntalnlng public health (water,

 sewers, refuse dlsposal ete. ),-educatlon (schools, 1ibraries,

|  museums, etc.): recreation; 1mproving transportation and traf-

-':flc c1rcu1atlon' env1ronmenta1 controls (construction codes, o
_zonlng, etc ); and, the 1arge number of miscellaneous services,

many of whlch are now taken for granted in urban areas.

“ ;On thlS basxs, the four remalnlng study areas should be annexed i

";Ln'the_folloW1ng order: - WéstwoodA Memphis-East, Ralelgh and

Whitehaven, ~ Documentation is found in the four study-area re-
: ports.in the'sectibns_On-Current 1eVels'df'serviCes prbvidéd,:
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" Revenue Approach

. An approach often used is that of annexlng areas whlch show
or are llkely to show in the shortest p0551ble time, a fevoreble f;f{
revenue-cost balance. Such areas have relatlvely hlgh assessed

'f-values compared to . the cost of extendlng SeerceS. __

.1The former gap between profmtable and "unprofiteble” areas  ?'ft
'7r.has been closed greatly in recent’ years. - Since 1956.areee' :

Jfout51de the c1ty limits generally have been prOV1ded with water,.

t'sewers, dralnage, streets curbs and gutters and other bas1c im=-

_provements as’ they were devaloped

.", The cooperatlve Clty~County 1nterceptor sewer program, flrm pole*j
ﬂrrc1es agalnst large scale development with septic tanks and wells,:;r'”'”
" and installation of 1mprovements-requlred under the Subd1v131on-
.eReguletions“heve'shifted'the'ooet'of these fecilities3fromethe;eef35'
-general publlc to the beneflttlng developer (ultimately the _-'

'.}beneflttlng homeowner)

:_Based only ‘on the most favorable ratio of estlmeted annual rew'& o
e venues to estlmated annual costs, the four remaining study

areas would be-annexed in the xollow1ng order:--Whltehaven,

Memphls East ‘Raleigh and Westwood, 'Documentetion is pro-

-V1ded.1n the Appendlx whlch shows updated revenue-cost est1~_:5‘

'_mates-for each area.

....24... E




"Compaet urban development can be served more eff1c1ently
';and econcmlcally than can scattered suburban development
' The present levels of development and development trends
in the four areas strengthen the order of prlorlty presented
coin terms:of costs and revenues.'_As-growth continues in these '
'ereas,finprovements.inStalled bﬁ developers and CityeCounry
' programs w111 reduce further the capital outlay requzrementS'.

'efor the Clty 1mmedrately follow1ng annexation,

- Additional Considerations

ffBoth the'"serviees" and the-”revenue"'methods'of'evelnating'
_fflnd1v1dual areas are valld up to the pornt of consrderlng
eflnterrelatlonshlps between areas - Anmexation of one area

“alone mlght be Justlfled in terms of the criterion: used t'j

"could have a definite bearlng, however on the effrcrency and R

'_;economy of prov1d1ng-serv1ces 1n.that_area-and 1ater-to an

‘adjacent area,

© . An ‘example of this is the interrelationship between the'WhiteQ"e"“

~ haven and Westwood areas. 'The west boundary of the Whitehaven
Utility.DiStriet-is a"somenhat-erbitrary'line'follOWing'Hdrn-
rLake Road and U, S nghway 61; there is no major natural or

Teman-made barrrer separatlng ‘the two areas.. Therefore,-the S

 provision of certain services must be considered for the two -

~areas combinmed: 1i.e,, fire protection, schools and parks. '

' These and other service areas necessarily would cross the

: ps- n




" present utility distriCt'boﬁndefy -Annexetion cf"eithef'of:
_the ‘two areas, ‘therefore, must be considered in light of an-
nexation of the other, if services are to be. extended effi-

-*.cxently end prov1ded economlcelly._

On the other hand Memphls East and Raleigh can be evaluated' |

correetly as unrelated areas because of thelr Iocatlon and

_;PhYslcal boundaries. Wolf River, Nonconnah Creek and Intere. ' '
state. nghways 240 and 40 provide definite physical boundaries -
..:Whlch also. would become loglcal service-area bounderles -$he_.-'
:_annexatlon of one of these areas has no bearing on the. other

'Tln terms of coordlnatlng extenslons of publlc serv1ces

efAnOther}imPOﬂHnt-cdﬂsideretion concerns:timiﬁg'more'than ordefe7
.';c:cf enneketioﬁ;:ﬂIf ﬁhe'CitYVis.to'meet-its service'obiigetiens
'ff-to en'annexed:efea it cannot overextend itself by annex1ng
'"'etoo much developed terrltory ‘at one time or too rapldly
.ef-Overexten31on 1n this context refers to admlnlstratlon re— ':
":crultment of personnel orderlng equlpment - constructing - |
“_fac111t1es trans1tlon from utlllty-dlstrlct'cperatioﬁs;eena”"
.'e' changeover to the City school system - not expendltures af a.
?:__”greater rate than reveriue received from the areas, Thus ﬁ'
fﬁannexatlon program coverlng several years is needed to brlng
.'-fthe remalnder-of_the fringe areas_lnto the c1ty. Adoptlon of-ele_eﬁef
' e'fifm ehnexation'pclicy will pefmit the City to catch up and
.ethen to annex continuously in the. future without facing a large

'fbacklog of serv1ce requlrements._.
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'_iRecommended'PriOrities;“f

1t 1s recommended that the four remalnlng study areas be- ;W:..t

annexed in the followxng order, Thls recommendatlon 1s _
~ based prlmarlly on the "serv1ces" approach but modlfled by

_.the need to coordxnate the prov151on of certaln serv1ces'3"

71;3tM1tche11 Road Sub-Area (weStwood)
'.T_Lev1 Road SubwArea (Westwood)

."5_';]¢MEmphls~East (south of Wolf Rlver) e

.-.Remalnder of Westwood

2
L3

':oé;;'Whltehaven
5

6. Raleigh.

7

7. _Memphis~East (hOrthlof Wo1f.River).f'

;;,Recommended Tlme Schedule SRS RS :
:_Adoptlon of a firm time schedule by the Clty now can result' |

Tfln the orderly annexation of these areas and prOVlde ade~3e
ttoquately for the extension of serv1ces 1n ‘an efflclent and
L economical manner No provmslon was made in the Clty s cur*_;ilﬂ
“'-;rent flscal year budget (July 1 1967 - June 30 1968) for |
“:'fgextendlng servxces to areas annexed durlng this period, In
: addltlon detalled 0perat10ns planning by Clty departments'“.
"Lhas been’ deferred unt11 the prlorlty and tlme schedule re-
:7 ecommendatlons were submltted to and acted upon by the City
.COmm1331on Thls would have requlred 3 ma;or commitment of ff7[f
:tlme and effort by these departments ‘without reasonable as~tf;3

”'jsurance that the plans and programs would be carrled out




'”VIn'Viewaf~tHQSe:coﬁéideretioos and the changeover in the
iform-of*ﬁity government WhiCheWiil*take Piéce oﬁ'JanuarY'iQf
'1968 it is. recommended that the follow1ng time schedule

'(effectlve dates of annexatlon) be’ adoPted and 1mplemented o

January l 1969' |

"';1;"M1tchell Road Sub—Area 5:
_e_s.-(Westwood) ' S

' 2;_fLev1 Road' Sub-Area

' (Westwood) : :

s3;. Memphis-East
“(south of Wolf Rlver)

January-1-31969_ SIS

January 1 1970-_-;f,-""

January l 1971._

 4;}'Wh1tehaven L

;._SQe.Remalndereof Weetwood '-.~-January 1,-1972 ;ufe: ..
.i6Qe kaieigﬁ'J :.' < | .?.Januar? iQ.1§73 foie; ;
'_i,ﬁ.'-_"Mempms Fast - Ja'nua'r”y L 1974

(north of Wolf Rlver)

'ef:fThe followzng map shows the 1ocat10n of each area and the pro~:.
| :posed date of annexatlon It is recommended that a sxngle Re-'o
.'*3 solutlon of Intent be adOpted at thlS tlme to make thls program:ﬁ
”7part of the off1c1a1 annexat1on policy of the Clty It would
'ee_have to’ be brought up before the new Clty CounC11 after Janwe”
.'[ }uary 1 1968 (and the succeedlng Counc1l) for ratlficatlon

"w1th or Without modlflcatlon.f.fe_'

| i AdOPtion of such a Resolutlon of Intent would giVe suff1c1ent
: fnotxce to the people in each area Clty departments the Boardse:}:
'ze- of Educatlon and the utlllty dlstrlcts to prepare adequately ,""
for annexatlon Thls action would remove the'"lf" from an-
3;nexatioh and'cOmmlt the Clty to a pos1t1ve_, orderly prouf

SR ngram of grOW1ng along with the urban area. ”-:'
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Siranes

:‘Durlng thls perlod the Clty should contlnue annexzng to the
_southeast (beyond Fox Meadows) as that area develops._ These

.'annexatlons would be relatlvely small and would not requmre
_substantlal commltments of service exten51ons ané funds at any -

bglven time.

'Vr_The Clty and the Shelby County Board of Publlc Utllltles should
o begin worklng toward removing the roadblock to annexatlon caused’ ;_.b
'Vy:by the existence of the Southeast Memphls Suburban Utlllty Dls~ ':55

';E-trlct The most fea31b1e approach might be to dlssolve the

t111ty dlstrlct Wlth the County Board of Publlc Utllltles as~'._}'“

7bysum1ng Jurlsdlctlon and prov1dlng services in the area. Thls
Hb;wouid permlt future annexatlon by the Clty 1nto the area pre-'
ebbsently served by the district without having to ‘annex the entlre i
”'b_dlstrlct and/or assume all of its assets and 11ab111t1es at one e

;ftlme

e_[P0381ble Adaustmeuts

,__Certaln factors mlght requlre adgustments in “the recommended j"'

:f'order of prlority and ‘time schedule | They 1nc1ude°'ﬁy-"'

L= a- move towards 1ncorporat10n of
*.yany of the areas.

~ a move by the Clty of Germantown:
. -to annex west from itsg present
-_c1ty llmlts._' :

- acceleration of the rate of growth
. requiring a higher level of urban
. services in the Raleigh and part

“of the Westwood areas.

'_';ﬂ development of the Penal Farm pro= -
- perty and the need for urban ser=
: vices in that area. L
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:'-'._-._The Plann:mg Commmss:.on should be ass:l.gned the re3pon31b111ty
of evaluatlng progress made toward the annexatlon program goal
:.rfrates of development in each area and needs for adgustment 1n:-”3
-prlorltles-or tlmlng. The Plannlng Comm1531on would glve the
’-1Mayor and Coun011 addltlonal data and recommendatlons by |
~March 1 each year. Thrs would permlt full con51derat10n of.
'r'.any changes in the order of prlorlty, tlmlng, and serv1oe re~

7ﬁiqu1rements durlng preparatlon of the annual budget

_JCapitalrImprovemeﬁt-Programmihg:' -

.“”r;The 51ze of the proposed annexation program and. the length of rr' 
fftlme over whlch 1t is proPosed to be carried out underscore i
Zzagaln the crltlcal need for a Clty capltal improvement program:

'rVZPrOJectlng capltal 1mprovement and flscal requlrements flve

lﬂogyears ln advance ‘and reV1ew1ng and extendlng the program an~-r”
;rfnually, is the only way that the Clty can ensure the prov131oﬁr:oi
'lof capltal 1mprovements on an equltable basrs to meet both

:.r_current clty and annexed area needs.

'ir}The data obtalned from the Clty operatlng departments and
 ”__Board of Educatxon along w1th the annexation program pro~:.; ;r  
-rrposed, provrde the foundatlon for preparatlon of such a  ;[:.*
"~.53‘program._ The Crty can.no 1onger afford to program and
oﬁfihéncé éapltal 1mprovement8-0n a.year-to—year basis, Wlth

' no long range fiscal policy;éhd;shorter'raﬁgé7éapital program. ﬁ'
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. ANNEXATION POLICY

*eAdoﬁtieﬁ.of'the'teeommended'eﬁﬁexetioﬁ pfegfeﬁ.ﬁiii:eﬁSuré f
":the continued expansion of the City of Memphis and provxsloﬁ ;'
} efof an adequate level of serv1ces throughout the urban area,
-The leck of a contlnulng, orderly annexation program has e._i
created the backlog whlch exists todey The same Sltuat1¢ﬁ- *"“Z
IVeW1IZ be created again in the future if the City does’ not adOptelffﬁ" '

'and maintain a flrm 1ong range annexation pollcy

| “It 15 recommended therefore that the follow1ng pollcy be':
*f}7adopted by the City Commission to prov1de a sound basis for o

'_:ffuture expan31on of ‘the Clty

RESOLUTION

' WHEREAS the Memphls and Shelby County Plannlng
'_jComm1331on has prepared and forwarded to the Mayor L
~and Board of Commissioners of the City of Memphis, = =

.- Tennessee, a series of ammexation studies contain-
ing recommendatlons for 1mp1ementation and :

-'J,WHEREAS the Plannlng Commission in its 1atest _
. annexation study report entitled Anmexation: A .
Must for a Growing Memphis (September, 1967) has
recommended priorities and a firm t1me schedule

-for annexation of the developed and developing
frlnge areas adJacent ‘to the City of Memphis; and

WHEREAS the MEmphls urban area does not have
many of the problems confronting most cities in
- ‘the nation created by fragmented local government,
- overlapping governmental jurisdictions, and costly
- and wasteful duplication of public services and
- fac111tles, and
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_1WHEREAS the concentration of r351§ents business
and 1ndustry creates urban problems 1nvolv1ng
health, safety and economic well-being, and the -

demand’ for a uniformly high level of municipal~

;type services to malntaln an adequate 11v1ng -
~cenvironment and . _ _ o

 ;WHEREAS it is essent1a1 that all 1nterests in
~ . the MEmphlS urban area work toward a common ob~
f__Jectlve for the future of the .area; and

;VWHEREAS the long range interests of the urban

- area, within or beyond the present city limits,
.. are 1nseparab1e in terms of growth, prosperity,
~ 'amenities, and the efficient and economical pro~
vision of publlc serviceg and fac111tles by local
'[_government, and R » '

':WHEREAS, annexation is a process, legaliy'deflﬁéd

in Tennessee Statutes, by which the City of Mem-~ -
phis can grow and serve the people of the urban _

7 -area ‘and

S WHEREAS the Mayor and Board of Comm1531oners .
- .of the City of Memphis, Tennessee, deem it to
. ‘be essential to the. health safety and general -

 welfare of the citizens both of the city and
" the urbanized fringe areas to undertake an

orderly, contlnulng annexatlon program

- NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by ‘the" Mayor and
"_Board of Comm1351oners of the City of Memphis,
. Tennesgsee, that it shall be the official policy
. of the Clty of Memphis to carry out an orderly,
continuing annexation program to minimize future
. govermmental . and urban service problems, and to ST
- ~ensure a healthy, safe, suitable living env1ron-_ L
' ment for r931dents of the entire urban area.

- BE: IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Mayor and Board of
Commissioners of the City of Memphis, Tennessee,

.. -that the- follow1ng steps shall be taken to 1mple-
‘ment thlS pollcy _

.'.f32a




~ The Memphis and Shelby County Planning Com-
- misgion is hereby instructed to prepare an. =
“~informational brochure. concerning the annexa-
. tion study and program and to glve 1t w1de
-_publlc distribution. R :

 The Clty Attorney is hereby 1nstructed to pre--
pare a resolution of intent to annex in accord—"

ance with the recommendation of the Memphis

- and Shelby County Planning Commission, as_c0n43ff-:

tained in the report entitled Annexation: B
A Must for a Growing Memphis (September, 1967)

for adoption by the Mayor and Board of Com-
missioners, o S

']The Clty'Engineer'is hereby 1nstructeé'to

prepare the necessary legal descriptions for

- the areas to be ammexed.

A1l Clty Operat1ng departments the Memphis -

- Board of Education and the MEmphlS Light, Gas

and Water Division are hereby instructed to
begin making the necessary operational; transi-

tional and budget plans to" 1mp1ement thls

f[program

e The Memphls and Shelby County Plannxng Com-~
mission is hereby instructed to prepare a

plan for services for each area to be annexed,

in cooperation with all affected City depart—
‘ments and agencles._g _ .

. The Memphls and Shelby County Plannlng Com-
‘mission is hereby instructed to inform the

' Mayor and Council of the City of Memphis,

‘Tennessee, following their assumption of

office on January 1, 1968, of the annexa-

‘tion studies made, the recommendatlons

. contained thereln and the official policy

ok

—adopted by the- present governing body of
. .the City of Memphis for proper considera-
© tion’ and subsequent ratlflcatlon

;.fThe Memphxs ‘and Shelby County Plannlng Com~ .
mission is hereby instructed to maintain a
~continuing evaluation of progress toward

the stated annexation objective, and to _
report additional findings and recommenda-'

o tlons to the Mayor and Counc11
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.8,  The Mayor -and Council are urged to .
- institute a five-year capital im- _

- provement program to ensure proper .

~‘and timely installation of public

--facilities, and a balance between
capital expenditures within the pre-
sent city limits and in annexed areas
on a priority basis.

- BE 'IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Mayor and Board of Commis-'
- sioners of the City of Memphis, Tennessee, that it shall
-~ be the official policy of the City of Memphis to work co-
~operatively with residents of areas to be annexed in =
. didentifying their most urgent service needs and planning
- for the transition of these areas into the City. . I

' This recomménded policy statement emphasizes the necessity of fu-

e tufe'ex?anSioﬁ of:the'ciﬁy and provision of a high level of urban

~services as growth continues. It does not propose amnexation for = .-

'15.theisakeséfzénnekatiOn“w for”éimply making the city.bigger'f butu; f.fﬁ .

" “stresses the importance of using this tool as one means of as- -

: 'f ::éﬁ£iﬁg thé éound;'long fange'development of the MemphiS'ﬁrban'area;';'

*lThis réé6mﬁeﬁded policy excludes consideration of placing all PR
unincorporated territory in Shelby County on first or second

- reading for annexation, Such a step has been suggested in re-

"7f aétidnﬁt¢vthe'pOSSiblefthreat'of'incorporation of several ad~ .

ditional, outlying communities (beyond the five-mile limit where =

'  ﬁemphis"canfblock'iﬁcorporationreasily.by annexation).

By 1990, Memphis and Shelby County will have a population of

-J[éomeﬁ1,300;000.“:About one-half of the total area of the coﬁﬁty_ 'ﬁ

”:Will_begﬁrbanized._'Real needs of people must be mét.f;ServiEé 'H_:
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_2 and flscal problems of great magnltude must be solved Théﬂ B

future of thls communlty depends'heav11y on an understandlng

_ and acceptance of - these probabllltles.- Playing games (no"
7matter how SEILOUS) with annexation and 1ncorporatlon to achleve'
”'-lesser ob;ectlves can’ only do the people of this area a dlS“u

: serv:t.ce

_Ihé'City cculﬂsnbt'réasonébly justify a plan:fcr sefﬁieééﬁét”:”'

_this time, nor in the forseeable future, for the more than
c'SOO square miles of unlncorporated terrltory in Shelby County.
.':Much of thls 1and is and will be used for agrlcultural and
" 1other non-urban purpcses for many years The public nece931ty ;l;.'
_ _ffor mov1ng toward annexation of all of this area, even as a |
:'_'holdlng action, would be extremely difficult to Justlfy p011t1~:

"_cally as Well as 1ega11y._

'fOn the other hand 1ncorporat10n o£ addztlonal small mun1cmpa11~']c”
:'f_ties would fragment 1oca1 government and create the kinds of
.;_fproblems experlenced by most metropolltan areas in the natlon..
| : County government and utlllty dlStrlctS can contlnue to supply.;'
'i cc_the limited amount of urban services needed in these outlying - ]
'ci'areas untll they begin to feel the full 1mpact of urbanlzatlon;ﬂ'h
':Thls type of ‘holding action" has a definite purpose .and can g e
: _meet more nearly the varying needs and ‘demands for services ln“-

"-'these outlyxng areas.
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C Although 1990 is the target date at present for long rangeg 

'forecasts and plannlng in Shelby County, it must be recog-f.

' nized that the plannlng period will be extended every flve'_.o'
ooyears to keep a- 25- year development goal in front of the -
e communlty. It is concelvable that the entire county w111'1.:
"bééoﬁé ufbanlzed at some'unknown future-date._ The ex1stence
' of numerous,'small incorporated municipalities would be as
';,obstructlve to sound growth and development at that time as --"

'othey;would be'today in the urbanlzed area around Memphls; _

= The other flve incorporated mun1c1pallt1es in Shelby County

:7; also have a stake in this matter, If they are to progress
”Ltoward stronger 'more viable, self-sustalnlng communltles,--'“'
'}  theY need the ablllty to grow and serve the areas around |
Jﬁ.i5them, They are the outlylng growth centers, and additional

. incorporations can harm their interests as much or more than

~ those of the City of Memphis,

-Conclusion

oThls report expresses a phllosphy of growth and governmental Lo

s leadershlp to meet the demands of this growth. It points the

" local government,

‘way, also, to practical ways of capitalizing on'Opportunities'f

and minimizing the problems of growth, from the standpoint of




' If the recommendations contained in this report are not

 _vimplemEnted, urban gfowth and'devélopmeﬁt'will_cdhtinﬁé_ f S

7-_and'prob1éms_wili gét'solvéd - but tﬁe 6ppdftﬁnity:to'dd'

an even better job of managing the urbanization process

will have been lost. The cost of action, in dollars and
j ;¢énts; can be measured now - the costs of inaction can =
_only'bé measured in the future and they will be high,j   

. Annexation is a must for a growing Memphis.




